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VI. Focus Group Comments 
 
Focus Group Concept 

The Department of General Administration held a focus group session on Saturday, June 20, 2009, which 
was attended by 14 citizens.  The intent of this focus group was to explore the potential for creating 
innovative, consensual solutions that bridge the differing alternatives for the Capitol Lake Basin.  A 
desired outcome for the session was to generate ideas that could provide some fresh insight into the 
overall discussions and deliberations on resolving the future status of  the Capitol Lake Basin. 

The overall approach to the focus group session utilized several facets of the Fisher and Ury model of 
interest-based negotiation.  The session began with participants being asked to avoid emphasizing which 
alternative they preferred for Capitol Lake and instead focus on the reasons why they held that opinion.  
This activity allowed participants to discover which interests they shared, those that were simply 
different, or those that were in direct conflict with one another.  The next step for focus group 
participants was to brainstorm options that sought to integrate participant interests within each 
alternative for Capitol Lake.   

Focus Group Interests 

When asked to identify their wants, hopes, fears, and concerns for each alternative, participants shared 
the following major opinion trends: 

Status Quo:  

 Fails to deal with any long-term issues, especially environmental 

 Wetland conditions breed health concerns (West Nile virus) 

Managed Lake: 

 Covering the high cost of the improvement and the need for cost sharing 

 Aesthetics and historic urban design 

 Retaining current public civic activities, such as festivals 

 Protecting freshwater species that currently use the lake 

Dual Basin: 

 Covering the high cost of the improvement and the need for cost sharing 

 Impact of the alternative to the economic diversity, viability of the tax base 

 Complexity of sediment management 

 Alternative may not meet goals of aŜǎǘƘŜǘƛŎǎ ƻǊ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ άŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ƭŀƪŜ 
and estuary  

Estuary: 

 Covering the high cost of the improvement and the need for cost sharing 

 Impact of the alternative to the economic diversity, viability of the tax base 

 Complexity of sediment management and impact to Port of Olympia and marinas 

 Restores natural functions and improves water quality 

All Alternatives: 

 There is no thorough watershed analysis that included an approach for sediment management. 
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Focus Group Options  

Options fulfill interests.  To this end, participants were asked to brainstorm options for each alternative 
that not only met their interests, but the interests of others in the room.  The highlights of those 
responses by alternatives that received support from the group were: 

Status Quo: 

 Mitigate loss of recreational activities and aesthetic qualities with improvements (fill and build 
park, build boardwalks, create freshwater access elsewhere) 

 Take this alternative off the table 

Managed Lake: 

 Restore Budd Inlet fish use, nearshore, and shoreline habitat as mitigation for continuing the 
lake 

Dual Basin: 

 No real options offered 

Estuary: 

 Restore the estuary into a natural functioning system with all of the pieces working together 

 Determine if there are compelling reasons to diverge from the Capitol Campus design 

 Educate people about the benefit of natural systems over manmade systems 

 Introduce new estuary-oriented festivals 

All Alternatives: 

 Establish an interjurisdictional body for water quality management and sediment management 
from the upper Deschutes River to Budd Inlet 

 Develop a structure that oversees/administers/governs dredging and other costs 

 Create an educational video of Lake and Budd Bay and how each alternative would affect them  

CŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊΩǎ hōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

The status quo and the dual basin alternatives were the least popular among the participants.  They 
perceived the status quo alternative as accomplishing nothing and the dual basin alternative as being a 
poor compromise between the two main alternatives. 

For those individuals that supported the estuary alternative, going forward with the managed lake 
alternative potentially would gain greater acceptance if there were a well thought-out and funded 
approach to environmental remediation for the Deschutes River and Budd Inlet.  This would include 
water quality improvements in the freshwater and nearshore environments and shoreline 
improvements that would benefit fish and wildlife. 

For those individuals that supported the managed lake alternative, the estuary alternative would be 
more palatable if there was clear commitment to an action plan for sediment management.  Resolving 
ǘƘŜ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎǎǳŜ άŜǉǳƛǘŀōƭȅέ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŘǊŜŘƎƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ 
towards facilitating a fair permitting process when dredging becomes necessary.  This would require an 
interjurisdictional approach involving private interests (marinas and environmental groups), special use 
districts (port), city, county, state, tribal, and federal agencies. 
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Both of these approaches may require a level of planning and funding equal to or perhaps greater than 
the proposed alternatives for Capitol Lake.  It also is worthy to note that both approaches may prove to 
be a necessary eventuality regardless of the alternative selected. 
 

IN ATTENDANCE:   
 

Frank Anderson 
Patricia Pyle, pylepat@yahoo.com 
Paul Spivak, szj4@yahoo.com 
Sue Patuude, convergence@wildblue.net 
Jim Legenfelder, emilyrayjimlegenfelder@msn.com 
Angela Ruiz, amruiz1@comcast.net 
Maureen Morris, mlmorris4@comcast.net  
Nancy Stevenson, nancycstevenson@comcast.net 
Eve Fagergren, evefagergren@gmail.com 
Gary Franklin, gary.franklin@comcast.net 
Donna Nikerson, d.j.nick@comcast.net 
Dan Grosboll, dgrosboll@pugetsound.org 
Brenda Hood, bbinoly@comcast.net  

 
Meeting facilitated by John Kliem and Debbie Holden.  Presentation about the history and future of 
Capitol Lake by Nathaniel Jones, Department of General Administration and Steven Morrison, Thurston 
Regional Planning Council.   
 

1.  PURPOSE OF THE DAY / FOCUS 
How we frame our community discussions makes a difference as to how well we solve community 
problems. 
 

2.  AGENDA 
 

 How to we find consensus on Capitol Lake? 

 Common Knowledge:  A review of the Alternatives for Capitol Lake 

 Identifying interests for each alternative 

 Creating options that meet interests 

 Wrap-ǳǇ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƴŜȄǘ 
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3.  DISCUSSION OF INTERESTS AND OPTIONS 
POSITIONS: 
 

 Where someone stands on an argument / issue 

 Why focus on interests, not positions: 
 

o Focusing on Positions: 
Á Less attention to meeting the concerns of people 
Á Endangers relationships 
Á Gets more complex with large groups 
Á Becomes an argument that is inefficient 
Á Giving in is no answer 

 Opportunities lost 
 
INTERESTS: 
 

 Interests are the hopes, fears, concerns & wants we hold; they define the problem for us 

 Behind opposing positions lie compatible & conflicting interest 

 ²Ŝ ŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ōȅ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ άǿƘȅέ ƻǊ άǿƘȅ ƴƻǘέ 

 wŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ άǎƛŘŜέ Ƙŀǎ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜΣ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛȊŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ 
o Wise solutions reconcile interests, not solutions 
o Wise solutions emphasize shared interests 

 
OPTIONS: 

 

 Options are ways to fulfill interests 
o How to come up with good options? 

Á 5ƻƴΩǘ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ŀ ŦƛȄŜŘ ǇƛŜ ŀƴŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 
Á IŜƭǇ ǘƘŜ άƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛŘŜέ ǎƻƭǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ 
Á LǘΩǎ ƻƪŀȅ ǘƻ ōǊŀƛƴǎǘƻǊƳΤ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ Ǌƛǎƪǎ 
Á Emphasize solutions that allow for mutual gain 
Á Create choices that make decisions easy 

4.  PRESENTATION 
Presentation of the history and future of Capitol Lake by Nathaniel Jones and Steven Morrison with an 
in-depth discussion of the four alternatives and eight technical analysis topics: 
 

Four Alternatives for Capitol Lake 
 
1. Status Quo 
2. Managed Lake 
3. Dual Basin 
4. Estuary 
 
Eight Technical Analysis Topics 
 
1. Sediment Management 
2. Habitat 
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3. Water Quality 
4. Infrastructure 
5. Flooding 
6. Costs 
7. Public Recreation 
8. Cultural & Spiritual Resources 

 

5.  BRAINSTORMING SESSION 
INTERESTS 
 
Identifying Interests for each Alternative 
 

 Pair up into a team 

 Share and discuss your interests for each alternative in team 

 Each pair identifies three priority interests for each alternative 

 Write interests on post-ƛǘ ƴƻǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘƛŎƪ ƻƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ άƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǎƘŜŜǘέ 

 Team reports 
 
Questions to Think About:  Interests 
 

 Why do I want what I want?  Am I sure? 

 Have I prioritized the issues that are important to me? 

 !Ƴ L ŎƻƴŦǳǎŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ άǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳΚέ 

 Have I failed to consider what I would want if I was in their shoes? 
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INTERESTS WALL NOTES 
 

STATUS QUO  MANAGED LAKE  DUAL BASIN  ESTUARY 

       

Not viable because addresses 
nothing (nothing-burger) 

 

Who is going to pay and get 
all parties to agree to 

management 
implementation? 

 
Increases # of entities / 
complexity of sediment 

management 
 

Increases # of entities / 
complexity of sediment 

management 

$ÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÁÐÐÅÁÒ ÔÏ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ÁÎÙ 
problems (but keeps building 

existing [problems]?) 
 

Lake may maintain & 
increase safe, thriving 
walkable downtown 

 
Impact to economic diversity, 
viability, contribution to tax 

base 
 

Impact to economic 
diversity, viability, 

contribution to tax base 

Does not deal with long-term 
issues 

 
Boat Festivals (races, 

outdoor fair) 
 

Restores natural functioning 
system / habitat 

 
Restores natural functioning 

system / habitat 

Mosquito / West Nile Virus 
threat 

 Reflecting pool for Capitol  Reflecting pool for Capitol  
Huge change ɀ civic 

memories 

Cost  Cost sharing  Cost Sharing  Cost Sharing 

Unhealthy water  Highest cost  Major tax-payer cost  Property values 

Gradual delay of change  
Current aesthetics 

maintained as a jewel of 
Olympia and for the State 

 
May be weird aesthetic (gross 
sheet pilings in black & white 
photos ɀ not an Oly postcard) 

 

Useful to conduct unbiased 
survey of lake users to 

determine their potential use 
if estuary 

Ignores environmental and 
water quality 

 
Poor role model in 

connection to Puget Sound 
 

May not substantially meet 
either goal 

 
Potentially large adverse 

impact on economy 

Loss of recreation and 
aesthetic value 

 
Current wildlife (bats, 
purple marten) have 

adapted 
 

Concerns about retaining 
working Port & Marinas 

 
Concerns about retaining 
working Port & Marinas 

Fear of unknown  Bats  Extra cost for no clear benefit  Water quality 

Fear of increased flood risk  
Weight given to historical 
design of Capitol Campus 

 
Change:  daily routine, visible 

landmarks in Olympia 
 

Unconvinced that dam 
removal will make critical 

difference re:  water quality 
& salmonids 

Wastes effort put in so far  Retains civic rituals  Retains civic rituals  Sustainable 

Lack of / need for watershed 
analysis including sediment 

mgmt & water quality 
 

Lack of / need for 
watershed analysis 

including sediment mgmt & 
water quality 

 
Lack of / need for watershed 
analysis including sediment 

mgmt & water quality 
 

Lack of / need for watershed 
analysis including sediment 

mgmt & water quality 

      Tidal rhythm 

 

 
 



 

Public Involvement Summary ï CLAMP Alternative Analysis  95 

OPTIONS 
 
Creating Options that Meet Interests 
 

 Pair up into teams 

 Share / discuss your options for each alternative in your team.  Brainstorm new ones! 

 Write 3 to 5 options on post-ƛǘ ƴƻǘŜǎ ϧ ǎǘƛŎƪ ƻƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ άƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƘŜŜǘέ 

 Team reports 
 
Questions to Think About:  Options 
 

 Does the situation look as though someone must win, the other must lose? 

 Is it possible that our interests are compatible? 

 Is there a chance where we both have things to gain? 

 Have we brainstormed all the possibilities for each alternative? 

 Have we reached a stalemate? 
 
Options You Favor Most! 
 

 Study our Interests & Options and think back on our conversations 

 Choose your two most favored options 

 Put a dot on each 

OPTIONS WALL NOTES 

STATUS QUO MANAGED LAKE DUAL BASIN ESTUARY 
ALL 

ALTERNATIVES 
     

Mitigate loss of 
recreational & 

aesthetics: 
Nature trails 

elsewhere, public 
access to other 

lakes (Ward, etc.), 
boat launches 

Public improvement 
district for sediment 

management 
Benefit / cost 

Huge Change:  
civic memories 
and rituals -- 

Create visual of 
reflecting pond 
and recreational 
interactions with 
the waterbody 

ǒ Estuary oriented 
festivals:  canoe / 

kayak guided trips, 
salmon festivals with 
Tribal involvement 

Economic analysis 
of all groups 

affected 

ǒ Fill in lake except 
where river will 

exist.  Farming, new 
buildable land, 

park? 

ǒ ǒ ǒ ǒ Restore 
Budd Inlet 

nearshore and 
shoreline habitat as 

mitigation for 
continued lake; 
restore pocket 
estuaries / fish 

passage at Budd 
Inlet 

 

Create destination 
tourist attraction of 
dam removal (only 

dam at estuary 
mouth) study long 

term 

Watershed analysis 
of impact from Falls 
to Upper Budd Inlet 

ǒ Take status quo 
and dual basin off 

the table 

Detailed cost 
ÓÈÁÒÉÎÇ ÐÌÁÎ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ 

equitable 
 

If lake goes away, 
need to restore 

another nearby lake 
and protect & 
preserve for 

More detailed study 
clarifying dredge 
disposal options 
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STATUS QUO MANAGED LAKE DUAL BASIN ESTUARY 
ALL 

ALTERNATIVES 
     

migratory birds 
and/or bats (restore 
nearby habitats for 
user-group wildlife) 

Mosquito control:  
bat protection, 
swallow habitat 

Detailed picture of 
recreational use 

 

ǒ Campaign to 
educate about 

returning back to 
NATURAL system 

(natural tidal, health 
v. MANMADE) 

ǒ Cost sharing long-
term plan including 
private, public, etc 

ǒ Create system of 
boardwalks as lake 

fills in 
  

Huge Change:   
Civic memories & 

rituals -- Create visual 
of reflecting pond & 

recreational 
interaction with water 

body 

ǒ Permitting 
process (including 
local, state, tribes) 
for on-going open 

dredge permit 
approved to address 
changing conditions 

   

ǒ ǒ Determine if 
there are compelling 

reasons (e.g., 
scientifically valid) to 
diverge from original 

(1937 -51) Capitol 
Campus design 

ǒ ǒ Interlocal 
agreement 

including tribes, 
multijurisdictional 

authority to 
manage water 

quality and 
sediment 

management and 
watershed health 

   

Recalculate cost of 
initial managed lake 

and include economic 
costs 

($167/yd3 v. $97/yd3 ) 

ǒ Educational video 
of Lake and Budd 

Bay ɀ changes 
under each option 
(dealing with urban 

legend) 

   

Conduct surveys to 
gather broader 
information on 

desires and 
preferences:  visitors 
to lake, downtown 

users regarding civic 
rituals, broader 

community 

ǒ Develop 
mechanism / 

structure to deal 
with dredging & 

other costs 

   

Conduct economic 
impact study of 

replacing lake with 
estuary 

 



 

Public Involvement Summary ï CLAMP Alternative Analysis  97 

STATUS QUO MANAGED LAKE DUAL BASIN ESTUARY 
ALL 

ALTERNATIVES 
     

   

Conduct a public 
health risk 

assessment of 
potential health risks 
of managed lake vs. 

estuary 

 

   

Divide up cost of 
sediment removal 
equitably among 

government & private 

 

   

ǒ ǒ 2ÅÓÔÏÒÅ Ȱ#ÁÐÉÔÏÌ 
,ÁËÅȱ ÂÁÃË ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 
Deschutes Estuary.  
To make this natural 
functioning system 
work again with all 
pieces working 
together consider: 
1.  Cost-sharing 

district 
development to 
fund continued 
use of all on-
going water uses:  
Port, Recreation, 
Fish & Wildlife, 
Business 
Interests; 

2.  Develop new 
estuary-based 
cultural events 
that use current 
events as models 

ǒ 3.  Re-open family 
recreational 
areas:  saltwater 
swim areas (like 
Twanoh St. Park, 
sailboat lessons, 
etc.) 

4.  Promote 
saltwater 
business interests 
ɀ current marinas, 
etc. 

5.  Celebrate 

 



 

Public Involvement Summary ï CLAMP Alternative Analysis  98 

STATUS QUO MANAGED LAKE DUAL BASIN ESTUARY 
ALL 

ALTERNATIVES 
     

Deschutes 
Estuary as a 
Crown Jewel of 
the Puget Sound 
at the Capitol 

6.  Sustain the 
Pacific NW 
Marine Heritage 
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VII. Community Position Papers 
 
During the Alternative Analysis review process, General Administration received a number a 
number of position papers from various community interest groups.  Also included in this 
category are op-ed statements to the local print media, and articles regarding the CLAMP 
process found in other local magazines.  
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A. Position Papers 
 

June 29, 2009 
 
Nathaniel Jones, Senior Facilities Manager 
WA General Administration - Facilities Division 
PO Box 41011 
Olympia, WA 98504-1011 
 
Dear Nathaniel: 
 
¢ƘŜ .ƭŀŎƪ Iƛƭƭǎ !ǳŘǳōƻƴ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ /[!at ŀǎ ŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǎƛƴŎŜ /[!atΩǎ 
early days. We have continued to learn about the possibilities for and difficulties of restoring the 
Deschutes estuary through review of the detailed technical reports, attendance at steering committee 
deliberations, participation in the focus group sessions and various public dialogues within the CLAMP 
process. We have grown increasingly convinced that restoring the Deschutes River to an estuary is the 
best alternative choice.   
 
Findings from the numerous and comprehensive CLAMP studies indicate that the estuary alternative 
represents a low long term cost alternative that would generate a high amount of public benefits in 
terms of wildlife, recreation, ecological services, and economic benefits to the local economy. The 
managed lake alternative, which is perhaps more popular with the general public, represents a 70 
percent higher total implementation cost than the estuary alternative, with fewer overall public benefits 
(CLAMP 2007 net benefit analysis). Indeed, findings of a 1997 Ecological Economics study demonstrated 
that compared to all other biomes, estuaries generate the highest value of ecosystem goods and 
services per hectare. The estuary alternative simply makes sense at many levels.  
 
However, should the estuary alternative be chosen, it is important that the sources of pollution 
currently in lower Budd Inlet, the Capitol Lake and Deschutes River be assessed and cleaned up first. 
Restoring the Deschutes estuary will return the force of the Deschutes as the second most important 
ǊƛǾŜǊ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ {ƻǳǘƘ {ƻǳƴŘΩǎ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǎŎƘǳǘŜǎ ŜǎǘǳŀǊȅ ǿƛƭƭ 
transport not only sediment but also pollutants with the outgoing tide and transport the lower Budd 
Inlet pollutants back up the sub estuary with the incoming tide. In sum, we will see a mixing of the 
pollutants between the Deschutes and lower Budd Inlet. We will also see some kind of mixing of these 
pollutants up Budd Inlet and throughout other areas of South Sound. The Hydrodynamics and Sediment 
Transport Modeling report (2006) did not model past the mouth of Budd Inlet but did indicate that the 
sediment (and likely, any pollutants) would go beyond Budd Inlet. Given the economic importance of a 
healthy South Sound for fish, shellfish, birds and other ecosystem benefits, it is important that the 
probable sources of pollutants in both the Deschutes and lower Budd Inlet be identified and controlled 
first before restoration takes place. Only then will the Deschutes estuary restoration be highly beneficial 
for South Sound. 
 
Sediment has been seen largely as a cost in the various CLAMP analyses. However, good, clean sediment 
is a benefit to an estuarine ecosystem. It increases beach formation and is an important component of 
ǘƘŜ tǳƎŜǘ {ƻǳƴŘ ōŀǎƛƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜƭƭȅ ƴŜŀǊǎƘƻǊŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƛƳŜ ǎŀƭƳƻƴ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΦ wŜǘǳǊƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
Deschutes River sediment to Southern Puget Sound would not only increase salmon habitat but would 
benefit homeowners by building up their beaches and lessening the impacts from storm damage. At the 
same time, too much sediment results in turbidity problems. Improved land use management within the 
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Deschutes River basin and lower Budd Inlet would help prevent further increases in sediment levels 
while helping to resolve the current ground water problems. Comprehensive management of sub 
estuaries in Puget Sound will be part of the larger solution for restoring the health of Puget Sound by 
2020, the goal of the Puget Sound Partnership. Restoring the Deschutes Estuary, with a comprehensive 
management approach, will be a contribution to this larger goal.   
 
Adaptive management looks for solutions that incorporate new information and the collaborative 
thinking of a multi-sector group of stakeholders. Possible solutions that allow ecosystem function while 
mitigating the impacts and satisfying a variety of interests (for example, relocating the marinas to areas 
nearby where dredging would either not be needed or be needed less frequently, among other 
innovative approaches) could be a part of the next round of discussion as we move forward in the 
decision making process. 
 
I thank you and other key individuals, including Steven Morrison, Curtis Tanner, and Margen Carlson, 
that have made the CLAMP process work so well over the years.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Donna J. Nickerson 
 
Donna J. Nickerson 
Chair, Conservation Committee 
 
cc: BHAS President and Conservation Committee Members 
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